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-The 1973 Arab-Israeli War:
Overview and Analysis of the Conflict

This study examines the military operations of Egypt, Syria, and Israel during
the 1973 Middle East war with a view to providing some indications of future force
developments in the area. Key findings:

Strategy. The Arabs had different goals and, consequently, different strategies.
The Syrians wanted to liberate the Golan Heights and attempted to do so in one
stroke. The Egyptians' main goal was to achieve a political effect, and they therefore
planned for a limited offensive.

The Israelis, because of overconfidence and because they failed to recognize
that their occupation of the Suez Canal's east bank deprived them of advance
warning of an Egyptian attack, did not react to mounting evidence of. Arab
intentions.

Performance of Troops. The Arabs were tough on defense but ill trained and
poorly led on offense.

The Israelis showed a depth of training and flexibility that enabled small units
to withstand the initial shock of the Arab attack without breaking, and to recover
quickly.

Antitank Weaponry. The most effective tank killer in this war was the tank-90
percent of the Arab tanks and at least 75 percent of the Israeli tanks destroyed
during the war were hit by enemy tanks.

Antitank missiles such as the Sagger, RPG-7, LAW, and TOW could be
countered by appropriate tactics, although they represented a new and dangerous
presence on the battlefield.

Air Defense. The Arab air defenses prevented the Israeli Air Force from
damaging Arab ground forces on anything like the scale seen in1967. They achieved
their primary aim by disrupting Israeli attacks rather than by shooting down or
damaging Israeli aircraft. Israeli loss rates were actually lower than they were in
1967, when the Arabs had only rudimentary air defense systems.

The Syrians destroyed or damaged Israeli aircraft at a rate two to three times
greater than the Egyptians because the tactical situation on the Golan front forced
the Israelis to accept greater risks.

Mobilization. The Israeli mobilization was untidy and revealed many flaws and
shortages. The situation was saved by the training of the troops and by standardized
procedures that allowed crews to be scrambled without degrading performance.
Despite the problems, the Israelis delivered more combat power to the front line in
less time than the plans called for.

Naval Operations. Israel's talent for tailoring its strengths to Arab weaknesses
was especially evident in naval operations during the 1973 conflict. The Israeli
navy's excellent performance was a sharp contrast to the prewar complacency and
overconfidence displayed by the ground and air forces.
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The 1973 Arab-Israeli War:

Overview and Analysis of the Conflict

Introduction

This study examines the military operations of
the major combatants--Egypt, Syria, and Israel--during
the October 1973 Middle East war. It is intended
to uncover indications of future force developments
and military performance in the area. Another pur-
pose is to provide a basis for considering the appli-
cability of the October war experiences to forces
elsewhere in the world.

The arrangement of chapters or sections is de-
signed to accommodate readers interested in only
certain aspects of the war. The commentary has been
grouped into four major sections: The Air War, The
Syrian Front, The Egyptian Front, and Combat High-
lights. Within each of these, the account has been
further divided into subsections intended to enable
each reader to find the topic of special interest
to him. Readers of the whole report will find it
repetitive to some degree because of the effort to
analyze a particular event or situation in terms of
more than one aspect of the war. All readers are
urged to begin with the Comment on Sources (page 7)
and the Background and Summary of the War (page 10).

Comments and queries r ardin t report are welcome. They
may be directed to Strategic Evaluation Center,
Office of Strategic Research,
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Comment on Sources*

The October war was complex and the information
available to analyze it is flawed and incnnleto

These
sources oen provi e unique information o great
value, but are limited in quantity and scope.

* See also Bibliographical Note beginning on page 116.
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Enough has been verified about tank
losses on both sides to establish the magnitude of
the losses and their relative number--the number of
Arab hulks counted is twice the Israeli number.

F Current news
accounts can also be unreliable because of deliberate
falsification or propagandistic intent, and because
what was true for one newsman at a given instant and
place is seldom true for an entire action or campaign.
London Times correspondents claimed, for example, to
see pinpoint air support given by the Israeli Air
Force on the Golan front, whereas information

indicates that the IAF was
almost invisible to the Israeli ground forces there
because it tried to avoid confronting the Syrian air
defense system. These facts are not mutually ex-
clusive, but do illustrate how perceptions have varied.

-8 -
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Background and Summary of the War

The essentially unending Arab-Israeli conflict
since 1948 has been marked by major flareups in 1956,
1967, and 1973. The 1956 war forced Egypt to deny
use of its territory to Palestinian resistance groups.
Galling though it was, the 1956 defeat of the Arabs
did not leave the sting that the 1967 engagement and
the almost total collapse of their forces did. From
that point on, the Egyptians and Syrians were prepar-
ing constantly for a war to recoup lost territories
and self-esteem.

Prelude to Another War

The time between the 1967 and 1973 wars falls
into fairly distinct periods. Through early 1969,
Egypt and Syria concentrated on rebuilding their
armed forces and retraining their troops. Egypt also
pursued diplomatic means of regaining its lost ter-
ritories. Syria did not, choosing to encourage Arab
guerrilla movements--as long as the guerrillas did
not attack Israel from Syria often enough to provoke
too great an Israeli reaction.

In mid-1969, Egypt initiated the War of Attrition
along the Suez Canal, designed to force the Israelis to
reach an accommodation. Israel, however, responded
by raising its retaliation to a level unacceptable to
Egypt. As the fighting mounted in cost and intensity
in early 1970, the Soviets were drawn into providing
not only vastly increased arms and air defense equip-
ment, but also some 30 Soviet-manned SA-3 battalions
and five squadrons of MIG-21- fighters with Soviet
pilots. Only vigorous diplomatic action by the US
brought about the August 1970 cease-fire which sta-
bilized the lines in the Sinai, but which Egypt used
to install the beginnings of its canal-side air de-
fense system.

The situation was manifestly unacceptable to
Egypt and other Arab states, but the Arabs had no
military leverage to alter matters. Hence the period

- 10 -
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from late 1970 through mid-1973 was characterized by
Arab diplomatic and Palestinian guerrilla activity
designed to put Israel under as much pressure as pos-
sible. The most stark illustrations of this activity
were the killings in August 1972 at the Olympic Games
in Munich, and the July 1973 Security Council debate
on the Middle East, which increased Israel's isola-
tion on the international scene.

By early 1973 the level of Arab frustration and
the preparations for war had reached a peak that
seemed to presage war by April or May. Egypt's ap-
parent hope that something would emerge from the
Security Council debate and the US-USSR summit in
June seemed to stave off the outbreak. It was during
the summer of 1973 that the "oil weapon" seems to
have been brought up in Arab councils as a real pos-
sibility. The oil-producing Arab states apparently
were to be given a chance to show how much influenbe
they could wield with their oil.

Throughout the period between the wars, prepara-
tions for the next one continued. The Arabs never
thought of diplomatic and military activity as mutu-
ally exclusive, but rather as complementary aspects
of a policy designed, at a minimum, to regain lost
territory. Probably no single incident crystallized
the Arabs' decision to go to war. Rather, the com-
bination of increasing confidence in their military
capability and frustration over the failure of dip-
lomatic efforts to regain lost territory seems to
have tipped the scales in favor of war.

Opening Arab Assaults

Shortly before 1400 Israeli time on 6 October
1973, Syrian and Egyptian armed forces simultaneously
launched artillery and air strikes across the cease-
fire lines. On the Syrian front these attacks were
accompanied by tank and infantry thrusts between the
Israeli strongpoints into the Israeli-occupied Golan
Heights. Because there were so few men on duty at
the time, Israeli defenses in some areas were over-

- 11 -
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whelmed quickly, and Israeli forces withdrew to hill-
top strongpoints from which they harassed the Syrian
columns.

The Syrians pressed their attacks along two axes.
The first was directed north of Al Qunaytirah toward
the Jordan River. The second attacked south of Al
Qunaytirah and split into two main groups, one of
which headed north along the Trans-Arabian Pipeline
(TAPLINE). The other column struck south down
the road leading around Lake Kinneret (Tiberias).
(See foldout map 1b, appended.)

While dramatic, these were not viable military
operations largely because all these armor columns
had insufficient infantry support and poor command
and control. They were effectively blocked within
24 hours and defeated in less than 72. Syria's
farthest known penetration was in the central sector
to about 25 kilometers (15 miles). Only one of the
Israeli strongpoints along the 1967 cease-fire line
fell, and the Israeli armor forces in the area, though
small and badly damaged, did not yield. At daybreak
on 7 October, the Israelis hit the Syrian columns
with air strikes and freshly mobilized armor units.
By midday the Syrians apparently had been stopped
and by nightfall had been pushed back in many places.
Early on the 8th, the Syrians had been pushed back
to the 1967 cease-fire lines in some areas south of
Al Qunaytirah. By early on the 10th the Israelis
had restored virtually all the prewar border.

On the Sinai front, the Egyptian crossing of the
canal was deliberately, almost calmly, executed in
contrast to the Syrians' headlong rush to take ground.
Preparations had been made years before to organize
and shelter crossing forces on the west side of the
canal; roads and bridges had been built to facilitate
the movement of assaulforces from apemh a, as to
the canal Egyp-
tian Chie orstatt Sa'ad-l- Din Shazli has described
the operation in great detail, and his account is in
accord with the facts as we know them. The following
description is drawn largely from his account.

- 12 -
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It was crucial for the Egyptians to move a large
number of troops across the canal quickly and to give
those troops protection against Israeli armor and air
forces. The initial crossing was made in hundreds of
small boats by troops heavily supplied with antitank
weapons ranging from the shoulder-fired RPG-7 to so-
phisticated Sagger wire-guided missiles carried by
two-man teams or mounted on a few BRDM-2 light armored
vehicles. Egyptian troops were also given many SA-7
(Strela) small antiaircraft missiles which could be
fired by individual soldiers. Large amounts of artil-
lery were emplaced on the west side to give fire
support to the crossing force until bridges could be
built to get tanks and artillery onto the Israeli-
occupied side.

Long before the war, the Egyptians had built a
series of earth mounds overlooking the Israeli side
of the canal. They were thought to be no more than
observation posts. On the outbreak of war, however,
these mounds sprouted tanks and antitank units, the
latter armed with Sagger missiles carried by men or
BRDM vehicles. By this means the Egyptians added
still more antitank and covering fire to their cross-
ing force. At the same time, Egyptian artillery
spotters on the mounds could look over the 40- to
50-foot sand wall the Israelis had built and call in
artillery fire on Israeli installations and reinforce-
ments as much as five kilometers from the canal (see

drawing on page 17).

The Egyptians had also built one of the densest
and most diversified air defense systems ever erected
to provide protection against the Israeli Air Force.
This system consisted of dozens of SA-2, SA-3, SA-6,
and SA-7 SAM units, radar-guided antiaircraft artil-
lery, and conventional AAA and heavy machine guns.

The first phase of the Egyptians' three-phase
operations plan on the west bank of the canal was
essentially completed by the end of 6 October. (see
foldout map la.) Three firm bridgeheads had been
established, but by nightfall Egyptian troops had
penetrated their planned eight to ten kilometers

- 13 -
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across the canal in only a few areas. To accelerate
preparations against a counterattack, they used heavy
ferries before bridges were complete to bring in tanks
and still more antitank missile units. By early eve-
ning several bridges were operating, and Egyptian armor
and troops were crossing in strength.

Within the first hours, the Israelis made two
costly mistakes. Their experience in the 1967 war
led them to believe they could use tanks alone to
fight infantry. They did not take adequate account
of the effect of antitank missiles in the hands of
now better trained, more highly motivated Egyptian
troops. The Israelis compounded this error by sending
unaccompanied tanks to rescue the isolated garrisons
of their canal-side defensive barrier called the Bar
Lev Line. When the Israeli tanks attacked alone on
6 and 7 October, they were badly mauled. The low
point came on the 8th when an Israeli armored bat-
talion charged into an Egyptian ambush. The unit's
tanks were nearly all destroyed or damaged, and the
commander was captured.

On 6 October Israel had 293 tanks in the whole
of Sinai. Approximately half were out of commission
within 36 hours. By the 9th the Israelis had pumped
a total of about 700 tanks into the Sinai, but only
300 were operable. Many of the others were not de-
stroyed but may have been down for essential main-
tenance or repair of battle damage, but it is obvious
that the Israeli armor corps was badly dented in
the first three days of the war.

The Israelis realized quickly that events had
made their tactics obsolete, and they adopted new
ones designed to overcome the Sagger antitank missile.
One tactic was to designate one tank in each forma-
tion to watch for the launch of these missiles and
to warn the others. Often this would give them time
to take cover. The Israelis also found that, if they
fired at the point of launch, they could distract
the missile controller and cause the missile to go
astray, because the Sagger is wire guided and has
to be controlled until it hits its target. Another
technique was to fire at places likely to conceal

- 16 -
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missile launchers, but this wasted ammunition. In
the end, the Israelis rediscovered that the best all-
around results came from using a coordinated tank-
infantry team: the infantry defended the tanks against
missile-carrying enemy infantrymen, while the tanks
defended the Israeli infantrymen against enemy tanks
and provided fire support.

Israeli Counterattack

First Syria... The Israelis decided--they had
little real choice--to stabilize the Sinai front while
seeking first to knock Syria out of the war. Having
forced the Syrians back to the 1967 cease-fire lines
by 10 October, the Israelis began a concentrated
attack along the road from Al Qunaytirah to Damascus.
They halted their hard-fought advance on high ground
near Sa'sa' about 30 kilometers south of Damascus,
only when Syrian resistance and counterattacks made
it clear that to go farther would cost more than Is-
rael was prepared to pay. (See foldout map 2.) It
was during this drive that the Israelis met Iraqi
and Jordanian counterattacks at Al Harrah that
blunted their advance in this area. Israeli action
on the Syrian front from 13 October through the
cease-fire on 24 October was confined to repulsing
Arab counterattacks.

...Then Sinai... While the Syrian front was spot-
lighted, fighting in the Sinai went into what the
Egyptian commander called an "operational pause" de-
signed to accomplish two things. First, the Egyptians
anticipated needing several days after crossing the
canal to consolidate their position on the east bank
and prepare for the next stage of their offensive.
Second, because the Egyptians anticipated sizable
counterattacks, they planned to wear down the Israeli
armored forces as much as possible. In effect the
pause was to be a short war of attrition aimed at
making the breakout from the canal easier when the
time came.

After a few days, however, it became evident that
the Israelis were not going to cooperate. They stopped
sending their tanks against the Egyptian positions

- 18 -
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in blind charges and began to adopt tactics that
reduced the effectiveness of Egyptian antitank mis-
siles. According to some reports, the final phase of
the Egyptian plan was to go into effect on 14 October
and would consist of a drive through the Sinai passes
to a north-south line running through Bi'r Jifjafah.
(see map la.) The drive was to be spearheaded by
the 4th and 21st Armored Divisions--which, in fact,
only began to cross the canal in strength on 12 and
13 October. When the Egyptian breakout attempt came
on 14 October, however, it does not appear to have
been a well-planned or determined attempt. It lasted
one day and reportedly cost the Egyptians 200 tanks.

Because the battle of 14 October lacked the plan-
ning and enthusiasm of the canal crossing itself,
there is some speculation that it was designed to
divert Israeli resources from the Syrian front.* If
that was the case, the Egyptian tactic was too late
because the Israelis had already accomplished their
purpose in Syria and had begun diverting troops and
equipment to the Sinai in preparation for the Israeli
canal crossing scheduled for the night of 15 October.

The performance of the Egyptians in the few days
before 14 October and on that day itself was so lack-
luster that they appeared to be waiting for the
suitable moment to call for a cease-fire--something
they could hardly do while the Syrians were being
soundly beaten. The Egyptians first publicly men-
tioned the possiblity of a cease-fire on 15 October.
Their condition, however, was a return to the lines
of prewar 1967. Since the Israelis were at that very
moment preparing to turn the tables on the Egyptians,
Tel Aviv failed to acknowledge the offer. The fact
that the offer was made just then, however, may indi-
cate that an ending of the war with the gains up to
14 October in hand is what the Egyptians had in mind
from the start.

* There is considerable ambiguity surrounding the intentions of
the Egyptians in crossing the canal. While their plan seems
ambitious, it appears they were willing to settle for relatively
modest territorial gains. Their real victory lay in crossing
the canal and holding onto some ground. This they did well
enough to alter the Middle East equation.

- 19 -
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...Then Africa. Between sunset on 15 October
and sunrise on the 16th Israeli forces successfully
crossed the canal into Egypt proper--"Africa" in the
Israeli vernacular. The Israelis had been debating
the timing of the crossing for some time. General
Sharon, commander of the crossing force, has said he
argued for a crossing much earlier in the war. He
was overruled in favor of the scheme adopted--to take
the Arabs in turn, holding the Egyptians in Sinai
while defeating the Syrians on the Golan Heights.

The crossing was aided, according to Sharon, by
preparations he had made in the years when he was
commander of the Israeli forces deployed in the Sinai.
He had marked a deliberately weakened section of the
Israeli defensive wall along the canal so that it could
be knocked down quickly to make way for a crossing.
He had also prepared a protected area some distance
from the wall where the Israelis could assemble and
organize the crossing force. The Israeli operation
when it got under way ran into many unanticipated
delays. The roads leading to the crossing site were
narrow, unpaved tracks. They were unmarked and dif-
ficult to follow at night. Moreover, the Israelis
were trying to move elements of two divisions over
these roads, causing traffic jams and confusion.
Finally, the bridging equipment the Israelis were
to use was too large for the roads. Some of it had
to be preceded by bulldozers to widen the road and
clear obstructions. These noncombat factors delayed
the Israeli crossing force and slowed the development
of the Israeli operation in Africa.

On the night of the crossing, Sharon launched his
143rd Armored Division at the point where the canal
enters the Great Bitter Lake. (See map 3). He counted
on the lake to protect his left flank while marshes
and half of his division protected his right. One tank
brigade drove to the canal and turned north to clear
the crossing site and push the Egyptians back from it.
The battalion of this brigade nearest the canal was
ordered to capture an Egyptian bridge if possible, but
the developing fight prevented this. An airborne in-
fantry brigade followed to occupy the crossing site
and establish the first bridgehead on the west side.
At the same time another tank brigade was attacking
due west into the Egyptian 21st Armored and 16th

- 20 -
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Mechanized Divisions on the east side in order to
pin them down as much as possible, and to tempt the
Egyptians into deploying other forces on the east
bank away from the canal. Finally, a tank brigade
followed the paratroopers, sending one battalion of
tanks across the canal on rafts early on 16 October.
For several days the remainder of this brigade was
tied up in beating back Egyptian attempts to close
off the Israeli corridor to the canal.

The Egyptians, victims of poor intelligence and
communications, did not grasp the impact of the
Israeli crossing but did not need to understand all
the details to know that Sharon's was an operation
they had to stop. In addition to armored thrusts
from north and south, the Egyptians launched a number
of commando raids on the Israeli salient. They also
called down intense, virtually continuous artillery
fire and--despite Israeli AAA and fighter cover--
many air strikes, which killed at least 35 Israeli
engineer troops and wounded 150 more at the crossing
site alone. While never able to sever the Israeli
connection, the Egyptians were able for a day or two
to interrupt nighttime traffic to the crossing site.
After daybreak the Israelis were able to clear the
road and get traffic flowing again. Within two or
three days, the Israelis had secured their crossing
site against ground attack, although the Egyptians
kept some pressure on them throughout the war. Artil-
lery and air strikes were continuous problems.

During this time the few square kilometers of the
east bank north and east of the Israeli crossing site
were the scene of some of the largest and fiercest tank
battles on record--centered on the misnamed "Chinese
Farm," a pre-1967 Egyptian experimental agricultural
project using Japanese irrigation equipment. So severe
was the fighting and so great the losses, the Israelis
were still clearing the wreckage three weeks after the
cease-fire. South of the crossing site, Egypt's 25th
Armored Brigade was ambushed before it could reach
the area and was virtually destroyed.

The intensity of these battles was a result of sev-
eral factors. The target area--the crossing site--
was small, there was no cover or concealment in the
surrounding terrain, both sides appreciated the im-

- 21 -

Approved for Release: 2012/09/04



Approved for Release: 2012/09/04
APPROVED FOR RELEASE - CIA INFOw DATE: 29-Aug-2012

portance of the engagement, and both had plenty of
tanks to throw into it. In the confused melee that
characterized the fighting, two factors took on
critical importance--the competence of small-unit
commanders and the quality of the gunnery. There
was little room for maneuver, and combatants were too
closely intermingled to give the air force of either
side room to intervene. This was the kind of combat
in which the Israelis held the advantage.

The Egyptian resistance to the crossing on the
east bank of the canal was matched on a much smaller
scale by individual and isolated units on the western
(Egyptian) side. The Egyptians had transported the
bulk of their combat forces to the east bank. On
15 October there were five infantry, two mechanized,
and two armored divisions there, plus two independent
armored brigades--a force, at full strength, of 80,000
to well over 100,000 men. This left only five widely
spaced mechanized infantry brigades and scattered air
defense, artillery, and local security troops to defend
the west bank. Whether this was the result of a blunder,
miscalculation, or gamble is not known. Only one of
those brigades was located in the Israeli crossing area.
It apparently resisted to the best of its ability but
was overwhelmed and destroyed on 16 and 17 October.

The Israeli crossing was conceived as a large-
scale operation to defeat the Egyptians. The de-
struction of SAM and artillery sites was a secondary
aim designed to facilitate the achievement of the
main goal. But, the crossing force was enlarged
slowly and incrementally from not much more than an
armored battalion on 16 October to a force of 15,000
to 20,000 men and some 500 tanks by 24 October.

Caution was in order, however. The Israelis had
thrown a large portion of their Sinai strength into
crossing the canal. If the crossing force were to
become bogged down in heavy fighting and unable to
disengage, the costs could have been immense. The
Egyptian mechanized brigade less than 16 kilometers
from the crossing site had to be neutralized before
the exploitation of the Israeli crossing could safely
proceed.
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The southward movement out of the Israeli bridge-
head did not get under way until 17 or 18 October
and it was carried through by the armored division
under General Adan. His force crossed the canal on
17 October after having disengaged in the Al Qantarah
area--undetected by the Egyptians--and came south to
the crossing site in time to participate in the am-
bush of the Egyptian 25th Brigade. The full weight
of the Israeli drive on Suez did not develop until
21 October when General Magen's armored force joined
the move south.

The propaganda from Radio Cairo beclouded the
already confused situation. One cannot say whether
Cairo's false statements were the result of ignorance
or the dictates of propaganda. On the 16th the
Egyptians again offered a cease-fire based on a with-
drawal to the prewar 1967 lines. Of course, the
Israelis were not interested. Egypt deprecated the
Israeli crossing, saying that seven tanks had crossed
and they were being eliminated. The following day the
Egyptians claimed the Israeli crossing force had been
defeated and forced to withdraw. In fact, the cross-
ing force had grown to nearly a division. On the
18th, Egypt was still broadcasting the same story
about seven tanks having been forced to withdraw
while, in reality, a second Israeli armored division
had begun to cross into Egypt. The Egyptians' ex-
planation for their confusion is that field commanders
minimized the first Israeli crossing force and failed
to pass timely information. Command and control were
further disrupted when the Egyptian division or bri-
gade commander responsible for the defense of the
crossing site died of a heart attack in the early
stages of the west bank fight.

On the 19th, the Israelis claimed in public that
10,000 men and some 200 tanks were operating inside
Egypt. The Egyptian radio was still saying that the
Israeli crossing force had been neutralized and was
no threat. The Israelis had by then erected at least
two bridges across the canal and installed an air
defense system to protect them. Moreover, as the
Israeli operation succeeded in disrupting the Egyp-
tion rear and destroying SAM units, the Israeli Air
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Force had greater freedom to operate. Between 18
and 22 October Israeli air activity reached a peak
as the Israeli Air Force took advantage of the ex-
posed Egyptian forces on both sides of the canal.

The Egyptians were faced with a painful dilemma.
If they withdrew forces from the east side of the
canal to cope with the Israeli incursion, they would
give up the territory they had started the war to
reclaim. If they did not withdraw forces, they ran
the risk of losing all the forces deployed on the
east side of the canal. In fact, from 19 October on,
the political factor became more and more important.
Rumors, later confirmed, circulated that Secretary
of State Kissinger was in communication with Soviet
leaders on a cease-fire proposal. On the 19th,
Premier Kosygin returned from several days of consul-
tations in Cairo. On the 20th, Secretary Kissinger
arrived in Moscow.

The Israelis obviously wished to encircle a
large part of the Egyptian Army. We do not know if
the purpose was to gain a postwar bargaining lever
or to accomplish the first stage of a general Egyp-
tian defeat. Even as late as 21 October, however,
some senior Israelis reportedly perceived no need to
complete the encirclement quickly before rising po-
litical pressure from the great powers forced a
cease-fire. When the joint US-USSR cease-fire reso-
lution was voted in the UN on 22 October, the Israelis
had advanced barely more than halfway to the city of
Suez at the south end of the canal. Claiming Egyptian
cease-fire violations, the Israelis pressed ahead
and cut off the Egyptian 3rd Army and the city of Suez
before accepting the cease-fire called for 0700 on
24 October. Violations by both sides continued for
several days as the Israelis sought to solidify
their hold on the west side of the canal and complete
the encirclement of Suez and as Egyptian 3rd Army
units made several attempts to break out.

The question of cease-fire violations aside, the
fact is that the war ended on a militarily inconclu-
sive note. The Israelis had managed to place the
Egyptian forces in the Sinai in a bad position, but
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the Egyptians had not yet been defeated. The Egyptian
armies maintained their organization and were still
well equipped and prepared to defend themselves.
There is little doubt they would have fought for some
time and that an Israeli effort to destroy the Egyp-
tian Army would have been a costly business. Never-
theless the Israelis had the tactical advantage at
that point. On the west bank they had succeeded in
opening up the kind of mobile attack at which they
excel. The Israelis had destroyed or neutralized
most of the Egyptian air defense system on the west
side of the canal, thereby freeing their air force to
attack the Egyptian armies in earnest. On the Syrian
front also, the Israelis had achieved their tactical
objectives, but the Syrian Army remained undefeated.
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